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Key themes covered 
 Institutional innovation: Productivity innovation  
 Multi-stakeholder participation 
 Well-designed platform innovation functions leading to impact 
Key learning outcomes 
 Use a real-life case to understand how an Innovation Platform (IP) took a cross sectoral, 
participatory approach to natural resource management. 
 Understand how to create buy-in for participants by balancing short- and long-term goals for all 
stakeholders.  
 Learn how IPs can facilitate multi-stakeholder participation and engagement in order to create 
robust IPs that solve complex challenges. 
 Discuss how collaboration and communication between multiple stakeholders can be increased 
to create positive outcomes within an IP.  
 
Target audience, teaching time and format of the case 
Target audience: the target audience for this case is development professionals or leaders of NGOs. 
They may or may not have worked with innovation platforms in agriculture before.  
Teaching time: this lesson plan is designed to be taught in a 90 minute session. For convenience, the 
lesson plan is divided into short sections of 10-15 min each. This makes the lesson plan easy to modify. 
The facilitator may thus pick and choose different sections depending on the abilities and needs of the 
audience. 
Format: this teaching note is divided into sections. Each section has a brief description of the key topics 
covered and their importance. A key highlight of the lesson plan is that every section comes with 
discussion questions and the answers that most often come up when the questions were asked in past 
sessions. The facilitator can ask 2-3 discussion questions (listed in Questions and answers file) after each 
section to generate more debate and active participation in the class. 
Resources 
You have at your disposal: a teaching note for a 90 minute session, an interactive whiteboard 
presentation and a PowePoint presentation. In addition to these resources, facilitators tend to use flip 
charts for group discussions. It may also be useful to have a stopwatch/timer if you want to time each 
section. You will also need clickers or some other personal response system (PRS) device for multiple-
choice questions. However, in case such devices are not readily available for the session, you may opt to 
have the class respond verbally to the questions or write down answers on the flip chart/sheets of paper.  
Source: Ravichandran, T., Teufel, N. and Duncan, A. 2016. MilkIT innovation platform: Changing women’s 
lives—one cow and one litre of milk at a time—deep in the foothills of India’s Himalayan mountains. In: 
Dror, I., Cadilhon, J.-J., Schut, M., Misiko, M. and Maheswari, S. (eds), Innovation platforms for agricultural 
development: Evaluating the mature innovation platform landscape. Oxon, UK: Routledge. pp 151-167. 
 
  
  
Lesson plan for a session with development professionals/NGO leaders (90 
min)  
 
SECTION 
 
TIME  FACILITATOR ACTIVITIES LEARNER ACTIVITIES 
Introduction 15 min  Begin the session by sharing 
the key themes and key 
learning outcomes with the 
learners and ensure that 
everyone is on the same 
page. 
 Begin the case by asking 
learners who the protagonist 
is and what keeps her up at 
night? Introduce the case 
through the story of Tulsi 
Devi, a dairy farmer who was 
a beneficiary of the MilkIT IP. 
 Introduce the two key 
problems: lack of connectivity 
and lack of milk yield.  
 Go over the formation of IP, 
overview, location and focus 
on women.  
 Discuss why MilkIT IP was 
formed and its key 
achievements.  
 
 active listening 
 participate in 
discussion 
 take notes 
 
Grounding the 
innovation platforms  
 
10 min  Discuss how MilkIT designed a 
robust IP  
 Invite discussion on why 
multi-stakeholder 
participation and 
documentation is crucial for 
laying the groundwork for a 
robust IP.  
 
 
 
 
 active listening 
 participate in 
discussion 
 take notes 
 
Constraints, 
achievements and 
overcoming the 
challenges  
 
25 min 
  
 Discuss how facilitators 
conducted participatory 
discussions and interviews 
before developing solutions. 
 Introduce Constraint #1 and 
the four solutions.  
 Introduce Constraint #2 and 
the two solutions for it  
 active listening 
 participate in 
discussion 
 take notes 
 participate in 
class activity 
(optional) 
 
  
 Optional but recommended 
group activity: in order to 
make the whole session more 
interactive, the facilitator may 
like to include one or more of 
the optional class activities 
provided in the list of 
questions. 
Impact of the MilkIT IP 15 min  Showcase the impact of the IP 
on individual farmers.  
 Ask students to brainstorm 
the impacts. 
 
 active listening 
 participate in 
brainstorming 
impact (if asked) 
 take notes 
 
Factors contributing to 
impact  
 
5 min  Discuss the three factors 
credited within the case study 
for the impact. 
 Ask the class if they might 
have identified any other 
factors. 
 active listening 
 answer question 
 take notes 
 
What will be the future: 
forward linkages?  
 
5 min  discuss forward linkages  active listening 
 take notes 
 
Conclusions and way 
forward  
 
15 min  Ask students for the key 
takeaways from the case. 
These can be divided into two 
sections: content matter and 
process-related.  
 participate in 
discussions  
 provide 
feedback 
 plan for follow-
up activities if 
necessary 
 
  
  
Introduction (15 min) 
This case focuses on the MilkIT IP in India. The MilkIT IP improved livelihoods for dairy farmers in the 
Uttarakhand region of India, by improving the feedstock that farmers used and by increasing the farmers' 
linkages to the market enabling them to sell more milk. The case also presents a good example of how 
crucial well-facilitated multi-stakeholder participation is in building robust IPs.  
The facilitator may begin the session by discussing the learning objectives of the case and asking learners 
what they hope to get out of the session. This will help the facilitator modify the case according to the 
needs of the audience.  
The facilitator may then introduce the case study through the story of the protagonist Tulsi Devi, a 
beneficiary of the MilkIT IP. Tulsi Devi is a 39-year-old widow from the Baseri village in the Himalayan 
hills of Uttarakhand, India. After the death of her husband, she was left with just one cow, a buffalo and 
barely enough land to grow crops to feed her family. She was far off from the local market, making it 
impossible for her to sell any surplus milk. Seeing no other option, she sent her eldest son, who was only 
15, to Delhi to work in a factory and continued struggling to string together enough money to send the 
rest of her children to school. 
After joining the MilkIT IP, she was able to generate a regular income and send all her children to school. 
The IP helped her sell more milk and gave her a source of regular income. There are many other women 
like Tulsi Devi whose lives and livelihoods have been transformed by the MilkIT IP in Uttarakhand (where 
the majority of men had migrated to cities for employment, leaving behind women who worked 
laboriously in dairy farming for little or no cash income). 
The two problems solved by MilkIT IP 
Why were women like Tulsi Devi not able to earn a decent living despite having assets (cows) that 
produced milk? There were two key reasons for this low income. First, poor quality livestock feed in the 
region led to low milk yield. Second, these villages were far away from milk buyers so dairy farmers faced 
huge costs for transporting milk.  
Past efforts to solve these two problems of low yield and high costs had not been tailored to the specific 
needs of the women, who are a majority in the Uttarakhand dairy industry. These solutions had also not 
done much to connect farmers to markets and were thus poorly adopted. 
The impact of the MilkIT IP 
The MilkIT IP was founded by the International Livestock Research Institute (ILRI) in 2013 to solve these 
problems. The IP leveraged participatory action research to identify two efficient approaches for dairy 
development – developing market aspects of the dairy value chain and innovating with dairy feed. 
Through a multi-stakeholder participatory approach, the IP implemented new solutions that boosted milk 
production and sales. As a result, over 600 households in Uttarakhand increased their income thanks to 
the dairy productivity innovations implemented by the MilkIT IP. The major beneficiaries of the MilkIT IP 
were women, who were empowered to earn a regular income through their assets (cows). In the process 
of empowering dairy farmers, the IP also facilitated better collaboration among local development 
institutions and influenced key policy makers in the region. 
The importance of the MilkIT IP case 
In order to highlight the importance of the case, the facilitator can point out that the MilkIT IP case study 
not only presents lessons specific to the dairy industry but also highlights the best practices of multi-
stakeholder participation, detailed documentation and robust facilitation that are crucial for the success 
  
of any innovation platform. Thus, studying the MilkIT IP case can be a source of learning and reflection 
among IP practitioners and development stakeholders. 
 
  
  
How MilkIT designed a robust innovation platform (10 min) 
The section titled ‘Grounding the innovation platforms,’ on pages 2-3 of the case study, discusses how 
the MilkIT IP founders set up the innovation platform and how multi-stakeholder participation and 
documentation were key features of the design of the MilkIT IP. Facilitators can use this section to show 
how grass roots powered IPs can be created through well-designed platform functions.  
The starting point for setting up the MilkIT IP was organizing several villages into units called clusters, to 
leverage the power of collective action. Private stakeholders, who would not have paid attention to 
individual villages, were now attracted to the strength in numbers of village clusters. Fig 9.1 and Table 9.1 
in the case study depict how the IP was organized in the districts of Almora and Bageshwar. The details 
of the IP's organization are not crucial to understanding the key lessons of the case, so facilitators can go 
over it quickly. The important point here is that IPs can leverage the power of collective action, especially 
in resource-constrained landscapes, to achieve favourable outcomes. 
The second crucial step in designing the IP was adopting a multi-stakeholder approach. Many IPs 
struggle because their institutional partners do not feel a direct incentive to work towards IP goals. The 
MilkIT IP tried to avoid such a scenario by including multiple stakeholders for whom the IP would be a 
strategic priority. The IP sought out these institutional members by conducting detailed interviews with 
personnel from diverse stakeholders, including government, private development organizations and 
NGOs. They also looked at the intervention history of the last decade to select actors who would have a 
direct stake in dairy development.  
The third key lesson was that they organized various kinds of meetings (core IP meetings, follow-up 
meetings at village level and participatory training sessions) to reach a larger number of farmers and 
stakeholders. Not all farmers could attend the regularly scheduled IP meetings. Thus, these outreach 
meetings and training sessions in villages were crucial to invoke a sense of ownership and participation 
amongst farmers. As a result, more farmers could understand the implications of key issues, take 
informed collective decisions and communicate with the IP more intimately. These meetings also built 
the capacity of farmers to apply and adopt new technologies. Much of the success of the MilkIT IP can be 
traced back to these grass-roots meetings. 
Lastly, the IP documented all meetings in great detail and shared them on an online platform for multiple 
stakeholders to access. This made the IP's workings transparent, thus boosting the trust of members and 
partners. It also ensured that the process of decision making within the IP was participatory in nature 
since everyone could access and give feedback on the IP's workings. Clear documentation is crucial for 
laying the groundwork for a robust IP and the MilkIT IP case study provides a clear example of this in 
action. 
 
  
  
Constraints and Solutions (25 min) 
After discussing how the Milk IT IP was set up, the case study then details how the IP went to work. Pages 
4-7 of the case study showcase the two key constraints identified by the MilkIT IP and the solutions it 
implemented to overcome these constraints. 
First, the case study discusses how the IP identified and prioritized dairy development issues by surveying 
multiple stakeholders. Through focus groups, interviews and meetings using participatory discussion 
methods, the MilkIT IP narrowed down two key constraints and generated innovative, localized solutions. 
The first key constraint identified was the long distances between villages, which made it difficult and 
expensive for dairy farmers to transport and supply milk. The second big constraint was the poor quality 
of livestock feed which resulted in lower yield of milk. 
 
Constraint 1: Long distances, small yields and lack of sales opportunities (15 min) 
The biggest constraint identified was geographical in nature. Long distances between villages raised the 
transaction costs for transporting and selling milk. On top of this, each producer kept only a few dairy 
animals, with low yields. Their only option for selling milk had been the state dairy cooperative ‘Aanchal,’ 
however, this option too had become unfavourable due to management and pricing issues created by 
Aanchal.  
The IP developed the following four solutions to solve this complex, intertwined problem of low yields, 
high transaction costs and lack of selling opportunities: 
Solution 1: Forming a self-help cooperative to boost market linkages 
When efforts to work with Aanchal failed, the farmers decided to set up their own independent, self-help 
cooperative known as the Jeganath dairy cooperative. The cooperative, which was started in April 2013, 
covered 8-10 villages and quickly grew to over 100 farmers in just six months. 
Through this self-organized setup, farmers were empowered to implement key logistical and operational 
reforms. From establishing a physical stop to contracting a vehicle for milk delivery, the farmers took 
many steps to develop market linkages. They also elected group secretaries in each village, who received 
monetary compensation as an incentive for collecting milk. Fig 9.2 shows Geeta Bisht of Kolseer village, 
one such village secretary.  
The case also provides a contrast to this self-organized response of farmers in Bageshwar, by discussing 
the decisions of the farmers from Sult, who were able to negotiate more favourable terms with Aanchal.  
For thinking about cooperatives, the instructor may bring up question 22. For more advanced class, the 
instructor may divide learners into small groups and run a mock development consulting competition, as 
outlined in Question 35.  
Solution 2: Boosting financial support to farmers 
After marketing arrangements were put into place, many production-oriented farmers wanted to buy 
higher-yielding animals. However, they were unable to get credit from regular banks because most 
farmers did not have assets to guarantee their loans. Through the power of collective bargaining, the IP 
was able to get credit for its members based on group liability instead of asset liability. The IP members 
also enjoyed subsidized interest rates and reduced red tape. This financial inclusion had a major impact 
on boosting milk yield since farmers could not invest in higher-yielding animals. It was only due to robust 
  
facilitation that the IP was able to match creditors with lenders and implement an effective financial 
solution.  
For sessions focused on finance, questions 23 and 24 (from the list of questions attached) will lead to an 
intriguing discussion. 
Solution 3: Overcoming power dynamics and taboos  
Distorted power dynamics and existing social constraints can inhibit innovation in an IP, which is why it is 
important to counteract these in innovative ways. Solution 3 focuses on how the MilkIT IP overcame 
taboos, local issues, hierarchy and social norms that were holding its members back.  
Solution 4: Attracting the private sector 
Many development projects struggle to incentivize, attract and increase private sector participation. 
Before the MilkIT IP, private traders had shown little interest in dairy farmers in these regions because of 
their small milk supply. However, due to the financial support to purchase cross-bed cows, the IP 
members were able to boost their yield and negotiate robust deals to sell their milk to private traders. 
Being organized into clusters also helped farmers leverage their bargaining power to get wholesale 
prices for feed from a private feed company. 
 
Constraint 2: Fodder scarcity (10 min) 
Pages 6-7 of the case study deal with the second constraint, fodder scarcity. Dairy farmers faced regular 
fodder shortage due to reasons like variable rainfall, wastage and lack of alternative feeding practices. 
Solution 1: Participatory action research – how to reduce wastage  
The instructor should emphasize the participatory nature of research carried out by MilkIT in this section. 
The IP began by interviewing key farmers and development actors to analyse the past interventions 
made in the region and discovered that many previously distributed solutions were lying unused in 
farmers' homes.  
Through participatory research, the IP developed its own low-cost, simple tools to improve feeding 
practices and lessen the burden on women. It is crucial to note that IP facilitators did not impose these 
technologies on farmers, which could have had an adverse effect on adoption rates. Instead, they sought 
to promote joint learning, a prerequisite for successful innovation and showcased benefits of the tools 
through participatory trials, publicity campaigns and subsidies from financial stakeholders to buy these 
tools. These collaborative methods led to a significant adoption of these new tools and present a lesson 
for other IPs trying to introduce new tools within a community. 
 
Solution 2: Increase fodder production through dual purpose crops 
The IP used demonstration plots to showcase some suggestions from its technical partners, like dual 
purpose cereal crops, to improve the availability of green forage in the off-season. These real-life demos 
led to widespread adoption by farmers.  
 
 
  
  
Impact of the MilkIT IP (15 min) 
This section looks at the key impact of the IP. The facilitator can begin by emphasizing the human impact 
of the IP's work through a quote by Devki Devi, ‘Now I earn more than 1500 rupees per month through 
transport of milk from my village to road. This income is helping me to get nutritious food for my kids 
and builds my confidence’.  
The facilitator may also share the story of Mahesh Tiwari (Box 9.1 in case study) in order to showcase the 
impact of the IP on individual farmers.  
The facilitator can then summarize the impacts of the IP in two key areas as per the table in Exhibit 1. 
Overall, MilkIT IP's interventions had a strong impact on the livelihoods of dairy farmers. It led not only to 
increased income and employment for these farmers, but it also boosted savings of participating 
households by five times. Most of this income went to women who further invested it into human capital 
development within their households. Aside from impacting individual lives, the IP also heralded an era 
of institutional change, facilitating greater communication between stakeholders and empowering 
women to make their voice heard.  
However, there were some limits to the impact of the IP. As page 9 of the case clarifies, despite all efforts, 
the IP still found that the state level actors did not interact with the project and that development actors 
still lacked a fluid level of coordination amongst themselves.  
For those using this case in an advanced session on IPs, questions 37-42 will all encourage learners to 
reflect on the limits of an IP and how communication between stakeholders can be enhanced, both 
within the IP and externally. 
 
Factors contributing to impact (5 min) 
The case identifies three contributing factors that were instrumental in MilkIT creating an impact in 
Uttarakhand. The instructor may briefly discuss the three factors outlined below: 
Firstly, the interest of smallholder producers to generate an income through dairy production was 
fundamental to the success of MilkIT. Only production-motivated actors, for whom the aim of the IP is a 
clear priority, will contribute effectively to the IP. IPs thus need to seek out areas where the fundamental 
motivations of the beneficiaries are aligned with the goals of the IP.  
Secondly, a supportive institutional landscape was instrumental in creating wider impact. As the case 
discusses credit and investment support from financial stakeholders like IFAD had as significant an impact 
on stimulating change as steps by government actors. 
Finally, the introduction of cross-bred cows by other stakeholders enabled a huge boost in productivity, 
showcasing how beneficial it is when active stakeholder institutions introduce complementary 
technologies, inputs and services. 
For more advanced discussion, the instructor may open up the discussion within the classroom if 
students wish to add more factors to the list of three mentioned by the case. 
 
  
  
Future and forward linkages (5 min) 
This section delineates how the MilkIT IP kept all stakeholders informed about the procedures and work 
within the IP and how these stakeholders created forward linkages to carry on the work initiated by 
MilkIT. 
The facilitator should emphasize that within the IP approach, more important than specific technologies 
or institutional innovation is coming up with an efficient process to identify and implement development 
interventions. The process used by the MilkIT team to identify interventions has been discussed earlier in 
the section titled ‘Grounding the innovation platforms’. The MilkIT IP also held activities like sensitization 
workshops and y dialogue meetings, to keep stakeholders promptly informed of the IP's workings. polic 
As a result of these interactions, many of the technological and institutional changes championed by the 
MilkIT IP were then promoted and adopted into policy by other stakeholders like the local animal 
husbandry office and IFAD. Exhibit 2 details these forward linkages. 
 
Concluding thoughts and remarks (10 min) 
At this point, the instructor should move the class towards the conclusion. A key question to ask learners 
is, ‘What are the key takeaways from the MilkIT IP case?’ 
These takeaways can be handily organized under two categories: content matter and process. Content 
matter refers to the actual interventions (like implementing new feeding troughs) in dairy farming carried 
out by the IP. The content matter takeaways are specific to the dairy industry. Process refers to the 
general workings and procedures through which such interventions were discussed, devised and 
implemented. The process related takeaways are applicable to the wider field of innovation platforms in 
general.  
The open-ended question about key takeaways should elicit a variety of responses and the instructor can 
choose to briefly write them down on a flipchart. The facilitator can also refer to the PowerPoint for a 
summary of these key takeaways. 
  
  
Exhibit 1: Impact of the MilkIT IP 
Increased income, employment & savings 
 Over 100 farmers earn anywhere between INR 600 to 6000 per month through milk sales. 
 Most of this income goes to women to invest in their household, educate their children and buy 
better feed. 
 7 people, including 4 women, are directly employed in milk collection, transport and retail. 
 In the Sult region, over 100 women and their households are availing the use of dairy collection 
centres. 
 As per an impact study in November 2014, families of those participating in IP meetings had 5 
times more savings through milk sales than non-participating households. 
 Over a 12 month period, farmers participating in IP meetings fed their animals improved forage 
for 50 days compared to 12 days for non-participating households.  
Increased communication between stakeholders 
 The IP identified producer representatives and communicated feedback of IP meetings back into 
villages through them. 
 Women reported an unprecedented opportunity to communicate with representatives from 
other villages and with higher-level officers of stakeholder institutions. 
 Stakeholder institutions also valued the IP as an opportunity to efficiently access and engage 
with larger groups of development-oriented smallholder producers through structured dialogue.  
 
Exhibit 2: Forward linkages 
The Milk IT IP kept all stakeholders actively informed and engaged with the process of change. As a 
result, many stakeholders created forward linkages to carry on its work. These technologies and 
institutional linkages including the following:  
 The animal husbandry (AH) department has adjusted its policy formulation to include support 
for construction of fodder troughs, grassland improvement and improved buffalo breeding. 
 Various organizations such as the AH department and IFAD loan projects have expressed their 
interest in promoting the adapted fodder chopper and feed troughs.  
 The potential of dual purpose crops has been widely acknowledged by stakeholder NGOs and 
the AH department. 
 Aanchal is looking into wider application of how the village cooperative regulations adapted to 
the local situation. It is also looking at improved targeting of potential supplier communities and 
realizes that improved monitoring and transparency of payment systems is required to regain 
the trust of smallholder producers. 
 
Exhibit 3: Key takeaways from the MilkIT IP case 
Content matter 
 Institutional changes in milk marketing provided a major incentive for farmers to invest in feed 
and breed improvements, despite the associated higher input costs. 
 In regards to feeding, farmers preferred simple interventions like fodder troughs and 
concentrate feedings. These resulted in near-immediate benefits for farmers and were thus more 
attractive to farmers initially than more complex packages (such as grass-land development) 
which had longer time horizons. 
  
Process 
 Actual changes differed considerably between the platforms, thus highlighting that the platforms 
should be left free to decide which interventions to prioritize. 
 It is important to support interventions through consistent documentation if they are to have 
wider acceptance. 
 It is crucial for IPs to enable farmers to have their voice heard, which will lead to more efficient 
development efforts. 
 The longer-term effects of IPs are chalked down not to any specific intervention but to better 
communication and collaboration between the various stakeholders. 
 IP partners have identified certain key lessons from the projects and are changing their own 
activities and approaches based on these while investing in wider dissemination, thus creating 
massive out-scaling potential. 
 
 
